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Since 1900 the ringneck pheasant Phasianus colchicus torquatus 
Gmelin has a.ssumed major importance in the United states as an upland 
game bird. This is particularly evident in utah where, in 1951, 
76,000 hunters bagged an estimated one quarter million pheasants (8). 
It is axiomatic that pheasant habitat in Utah is largely confined 
to land under irrigation. In Utah, this comprises onlY ~.2 percent of 
the total land area. These areas, essentially bottor.U.a.nds along stream 
courses, are intensively farmed and generally assessed a high valuation 
per acre. Associated wit~ intensive farming are population centers a~d 
resultant concentrations of hunters. 
As hunter density increased in Utah, game management problems 
r ollowed. Landowners were confronted by serious problems of trespass 
and damage to property. As in other states, landowners posted property 
with ~ Trespass signsj in doing so, they substantial~ reduced the 
pheasan t babi ta t available to hunters. 
In 1939, the utah State Fish and Game Department sponsored posted 
hunting areas as a means of re-opening farmland to the bunter. Each of 
these posted areas was to be organized by landowners and was to comprise 
1,000 acres or more of contiguous land. On these areas, the landowners 
determined the nut'lber of htmting pemits to be issued; generally the total 
was based on the desired hunter density. 
Since 1939, the establlshnent of posted areas has rapidly accelerated, 
2 
and currently there are ~3 areas located throughout the state. A 
considerable proportion of the availal;le pheasant ~abitat is encompassed 
in counties in which concentrations of posted areas occur. In these 
counties it appears that the privilege of "freo hunting" is jeopardized, 
as many sportsmen are forced to hunt outside the limits of the posted 
areas on the less productive pheasant lands. 
Because human wants are insatiable and because game resources twed 
to satisfy human wants are relatively scarce rather than superabundant, 
maximum satisfaction demands the development of a management policy in 
'r 
which game is utilized most efficient~. This study was designed to 
record and analyze current management of posted areas and perhaps 
indicate a more efficient utilization of G~e resources. 
,I 
Review of literature 
Huch has been '\vri tten concerni..'1g phea.sant life history and ecolocr, 
'but there is little published infornation about posted hunting areas. 
It is generallY accepted that posted areas have been established to 
provide protection for landowners from trespass abuses. 
The "Williamston Plan," originated in Michigan in 1929, provided 
cooperative posting of farmlands and admittnnceof hunters by written 
perm:i.ssion only (6). Harper, in 1950, reported legal huntL~g on 
California areas was allowed if written permission was first obtained 
from the l~~downer (11). In 1951, approximatelY 87 percent of California 
hunters approved controlled hunting. In 1937, Hicks (14) reported Ohio 
Wood County Controlled Hunting Plan, begun in 19jO, had tended to 
minimize law violations. 
other investigators of posted huntinc areas have published the 
results of their observations. In 1951, Greenhalgh (8) indicated 
approximately 25 percent of the sportsmen hunt on posted hunting areas 
3 
in Utah. The average number of birds per hunter taken on the areas is 
the same as the county where the area is located. Zorb (20) recommended 
that a democratic method of allocating hunter permits be utilized and 
also that more permits be issued an all lands. Muoh of the better 
pheasant land is often included within the posted areas. Whitesell (19) 
reported that hunter kill on association lands in Wood County, Ohio, 
'WaS greater than on non-a.ssociation lands. 
Several investigators (2, 6, ~l, 14, 18, 19) have concluded that 
posted hunting areas have been successful in providing protection for 
the landamera and also have provided increased hunter access to privately 
olmed or controlled lands. However, in Utah, it appears that a more 
equitable distribution of hunters on non-posted hunting areas and posted 
lnmting areas is desirable. In aome counties, posted hunting areas are 
. 
used by a minority of the ,hunters while the area. encompasses most of the 
pheasant habitat. 
Objectives 
The oomprehensive study' of the posted hunting -areas of Utah was 
designed to provide a sound basis for future recommendations regarding 
,I . 
pheasant management. Objectives were to' :w;-oecord and analyze: (a) the 
}nethod ot management or the posted hunting areas in Utah, (b) the size 
or the area, number of licensed hunters permitted on the area, and the 
relative success of the pheasant posted hunting areas in Utah, and (0) 
the trend in numbers and distribution ot the posted hunting areas in utah. 
Method ~ p::ocedure 
~ Field work;' in determining the manner of management or the posted 
hunting areas, included 13 counties of utah. Exhibit 1 illustrates the 
"questionnaire" used in interviews with officials of the organizations. 
In several instances, it was an impossibility, because of financial 
limitations, to personally contact officials of all posted areas. As a 
result, the questionnaire was compared with available data at the utah 
State Fish and Game Department in an effort to minimize misleading or 
erroneous information. 
The number of acres in posted hunting areas was determined from 
4 
outline drawings of the boundaries of areas on large scale state highway 
maps and also on topographic maps whenever available. In addition, the 
acreages determined in this manner were checked against those supplied 
to the Utah state Fish and Game Department, by offioials of the posted 
hunting areas. 
Measurement of pheasant harves t was made in three ways: ( a) dis-
t ribution to all posted areas of Cache County plus one posted area in 
each of the remain1ng counties with the exception of Carbon County of 
mimeographed 3 x 5 inch index cards with questions relative to the 
pheasant harvest (Exhibit 2) J (b) the regular posted hunting area permits 
(Figure 2) which included harvest infornation and were returned to the 
• 
utah state Fish and Game Department in limited numbers, and (c) when 
the sample of hunter permits appeared inadequate, the Department mailed 
harvest information cards to those hunters who had utilized the posted 
areas. 
Permit stubs .(Figure 2) were obtained from approximately 50 percent 
of the posted areas operating in 1951 and 1952. From these was deter-
mined hunter residence and the number of "repeating hunters" or those 
hunters utilizing the same posted area for hunting in 1951 and 1952. 
j( 
The results were used as an indic~tion of hunter approval or acceptance 
of the posted hunting areas as a management tool. 11 In addition, as a 
method of determining the hunter utilization of the posted areas, names 
of hunters from one area were checked with hunters in all other areas 
within the county, thereby determining the hunters who utilized more 
than one posted area during the year in which the surva,- was conducted. 
Locations 
As seen in Figure 1, posted hunting areas of Utah are widely 
'distributed and are located in 13 of the 29 counties of the state. A 
relatively high concentration of areas occur in Cache, Box Elder, and 
Utah counties. 
5 
A brief description of land utilization is an L~portant phase of 
understanding the presont and potential pheasant habitat available in 
counties in lVhich posted huntL~g areas aro located. In 1950, 8.1 
million acres of the land area of Utah was devoted to irrigated farming. 
HONever, only 1.1 million acres or 2.2 percent of the t?tal land area 
under irrigation was suitable for pheasant habitat (5). In the main, 
posted hunting areas include irrigated lands and currently occupy 
h15"ooo acres. t{ The total acreage of irriga.ted land in Utah has remained 
relativelY unchanged since 1940 but posted hunting areas have tended to 
increase rapidly in total acreage encompassed during that period. \\ 
Urban and rural populations of the 13 counties constitute 88.7 
percent of tho total population of Ut.ah. In 1952, approximately 85.6 
p~rcent of the state pheasant hunting pressure was conoentrated in these 
C01l."1.t1.as (9). 
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ESTABLISHll!.l.fT OF POSTZD HJiJTliTG AIGf3 
HOU:;8 Bill 39 .. Posted runting Areas, was approved by the Utah Senate 
on Harch 15', 1939 and siGrled by the Governor shortly thereafter. This 
bill authorized the establishment of posted hlmting areas and provided 
penalties for violations (1). The areas are cltrrently identified as 
pheasant posted ~~ting areas. 
Postell hUJlting areas are sponsored b~r church Groups (23 percent) and 
local civic groups plus rrildlife fetlcrations (77 percent). G.3nerally .. 
the sponsori..t'lg c:rO\lP receives a part of the feG collected for the sale 
of hlmter permi ts on the posted area • 
.I 
l.!any posted hunting areas in Utah are dclirlited in size and location 
to the wards of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. Wards 
normally do not exceej 500 to 800 indivicluals and exert considerable 
influence on group effort relative to the management of posted ar8as. 
Similar arrangements in other states have facilitated banlG mana~:ement 
practices (19). 
The Tiventy-fourth Diermial Report of the Utah state Fish and r}arne 
Department iI1J.icated that posted huntin;; areas were provL'1.g to be a 
distinct advantage to all (2). At that time, seven posted areas were 
leGally organized and acconmodated 2,862 hunters durinr: 1940 and 191.~1. 
The Fish ~'1d Game La"'a'V'S of Utah, 1953-1951~, include the follovlr'inr;: 
When in the judgment of landowners the creation of posted 
hunting arens will result in protection and propagation of 
game birds, more satisfactor,yhunting, greater income to 
agriculture, Greater protection to lanlovrners, and will other-
l\'ise be in the public interest, the Corar..ission is authorized, 
It 
after giving notice to and an opportunity to be heard by 
the Wildlife Federation, if aqy, located in the county 
where the proposed hlmting area is to be created, to 
issue licenses for the establishment of such areas, when 
the Commission concludes that it is to the best interest 
of the game birds that a posted hunting area be created. 
8 
Officials of 90 percent of the posted hunting areas interviewed, indicated 
that the pr~f objective in establishing posted areas was to eliminate 
or to effectively control hunter damage to property and livestock. 1\ 
{Representatives of the re~aining 10 percent of the areas indicated that 
the primar,y objective lYaS to obtain fa~ds for church and comnunity 
f I 
projects. ' Both types of objectives have been or are being achieved. 
9 
ORGAnIZATION AND MA.i"{AGE1~JT OF POSTED HUNTnrG .AREAS 
Information of the organizational and managerial methods utilized 
by posted huntine areas provide a better understanding of the limitations 
imposed on them by state and local controls. Such information is 
necessar.y to make wise recommendations, both present and future, for 
pheasant and hunter ~aGement. 
Officials of ~ posted huntinG areas 
The organizational structure of the posted hunting areas var.r sone-
1''Ihat throuehout the state; however, the major officers of each organ-
ization are: president, vice president, and secretar,r, In a number of 
instances, the positions of vice president and secreta~ are combined. 
Tenure of office varies from 1 to 3 years. Those posted areas with 
the 3 year torm indicate that it is most satisfactor,y as persons with 
experience are maintained in office, thus facilitating management and 
operational procedures of the area. 
In the main, the selection of officers is accomplished by a simple 
majority of landowner members; however, in 3 areas, the Bishop of the 
L. D. S. Church selects all officers. In these latter areas, all fees 
collected for hunter perr~ts are transferred to the building fund of the 
church. 
Genera.lly, a candidate for any of the above offices :must be a. land-
ovmer and siened into the posted. area organization. Hov.ever, several. 
areas also require the person to be a member of the Lions Club. This 
situation exists wherever the Lions Club is the sponsoring organization 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
10 
of the poatad hlli~ting area. 
Organization meetings are held several weeks prior to the sale of 
hunter permits to the general public. Members detennined the number 
of permits to be offered for sale at this particular meeting. In ma.ny 
areas, on completion of the hunt, several nembars meet to discuss 
corrective measures for problems that ~ have arisen during the harvest. 
ReGUlations 
Provisions of the Utah Fish and Game Laws, 1953-1954, provide that 
posted hunting areas may be established by the owners (includes lessee, 
partner, tenant, share cropper or administrator of land holdings) of 
contiguous tracts of land aggregating 1,000 acres or nore. F.owever, if 
areas of less than 1,000 acres or areas not entirely contiguous can be 
feasibly organized into posted hunting areas, landowners ~ organize. 
In utah, in 1952, the smallest area in the state was 2,000 acres and the 
largest was approximately 47,000 acres. Because of the highways that 
transect the posted areas, very few are entirely contiguous. 
Licenses. Licenses issued by the Commissioner contain the following 
provisions: 
a. That the licensees shall cooperate with the Fish and Game 
Commission in propagating and protecting pheasants and 
other upland birds in such areas. 
b. That the licensees in connection with Fish and Game 
Commission shall clearly define the boundaries of such 
huntL~g areas by conspicuously posting the same with 
signs to be prescribed and furnished by the Commission. 
c. That the Fish and Game Commission may keep said areas 
stocked by releasing game birds thereon with the express 
agreement of the owner or owners of the land. 
Posting against hunting. Any landowner controlling property wi thin 
the general boun~J of a posted hunting area may post against hunting. 
Signs containing the words, Hunti~ Prohibited, shall be furnished by 
the landowner and posted b.1 him at intervals not to exceed 600 feet 
11 
along the boundary of the areas. It is unlawful for any person to hunt 
thereon when the land is posted in this manner. In all areas contacted, 
at least one landowner had posted his property against hunting. 
Dissolution 2£ posted !!!!. When in the judgment of landowners the 
continued existence of posted hunting areas is no longer feasible --
resulting or ~ result in property damage and financial loss, or other-
wise disadvantageous to the.landOwner -- the posted area may be dissolved 
qy a declaration signed by a majority ot the landowners within the posted 
area. The declaration shall be fprwarded to the state Fish and Game 
Commission not less than 15 days in advance of the effective date of 
dissolution. Prior to September 1 of each year, the landowners must 
submit to the Utah state Fish and Game Commission intentions ot operating 
the posted hunting area (4). It such p~ocedure is not adhered to the 
posted hunting area 18 orr1eial1Y dissolved. 
Thus far I only four posted areas have been dissolved: one in 
Duchesne County, one in Davis County, and two in Utah County. Basic 
information oonoerning the reasons for dissolution of these areas was 
not available. However, it appeared likely that dissension ,dth1n the 
organization was a contributing factor. 
Appointment 2! pers'ona ~ ~ hunter g:rmi ts. 
i 
Generally, 2 to 5 
persons per hunting area were appointed by the landowners to issue hunter 
permits during the hunting season and for a period of not to exceed 30 
days prior to the opening date of the season. 
Permit to hUnt 
Figure 2 gives an example of the hunter permit issued tor the 1952 
t 
pheasant harvest. Such permits, plus a regular game bird license, 
entitled the purchaser to hunt within the posted area during the hunting 
season. 
/ $1.00 110. 1952 
PooTE] EU~TTrrG AREA PER1TI 
;1eber County 
Uni t No. 3.....:.VES T 'V;i\I1REN 
234 
....................................... 
Ad-dress .................................... . 
~ This pernit must be worn in conspicuous place 1 at all tines while hunting on area 
Uays Hunted ••••• Birds rilled ....• 
(Please return to Fish ~ Game Dept. 
. after hunting) 
Uo. 
s::: 
CD 
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~ ~-~ ~.~ 
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-
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Figure 2. Posted hunting area permit, 1952 
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Deternunation of permit numbers. Officials of the posted hunting areas 
submitted requests to the, utah State Fish and Game Commission for the 
desired number of permits 2 to 3 months preceeding the pheasant harvest. 
Table 1 gives a description of the factors which were used by 
posted areas in determining the number of permits to be sold. Inform-
ation was based on reports from 31 posted areas located throughout the 
state~ In several instances, a combination of two or more factors was 
utilized to determine the desired number. OnlY 32 percent of the posted 
areas based the desired number of permits on recommendations or the Utah 
state Fish and Game Department or on the number of pheasants observed-by 
landowners. 
Table 1. Factors considered by landowners in determL~ing the number 
of permits to be sold for posted areas, 1952 
Factor 
Uumber of hunters which can bo safely 
accommodated an the area 
Nwnber of permits sold to hunters in 
previous pheasant harvests 
Number of pheasants observed by 1and-
o~ners w~ing pre-season period 
N1.L'1lber of permits issued to neighboring 
posted hunting areas 
Amount of money desired for community 
projects 
No limit established 
Percent of 
areas using 
faotor 
1672~5 
39.0 
20.0 
19.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
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E;tiibil1ty ~ permittee. Officials of the posted hunting areas 
indioated that permits were sold to hunters on a first come first serve 
basis. Norma].4r a hunter is eligible to purohase a permit provided .he 
possesses a game bird license. However, 14 of 21 posted areas in'9 coa~ties 
maintain a system tor reserving ~perm1ts for landowners signed in to the 
area (Table 2). In these areas, permits are provided to the general 
public on a first come first serve basis after the reservations of the 
landowners 1f8re satisfied. A method commonly used in determining the 
nwnber of permits to be reserved for any one landowner was based on the 
acreage of land contributed to the area. Usually, 1 to 5 permits per 
landowner are reserved in thiS manner. On several posted areas, this 
resulted in only 10 to 15 permits offered f.or sale to the general public. 
An area in Box Elder County provided 1 f!!! perm! t to ea.ch landowner 
member irrespective of land contribution by him • 
.. Table 2' shows that 16.) percent of 13,211 permits could be reserved 
tor landOlltlsre and sold to whomever they desired. Criticism. of this 
. practice was particu1ar~ evident inBox: E:dcr and Cache counties. 
Co~lson or hunter eermlts issued ~ pormits sold. In 1952, 
33,160 hunter permits were issued by the utah state Fish and Game 
Department to posted hunting areas for sale to the public at ~l.OO eaoh 
(Table 10). However, in no instance did a group of htmting areas within 
a county sell all permits issued to them (Figure 3). outstanding 
examples included areas in Carbon, Emery', Sevier, and Utah counties which 
were issued 15,350 permits but sold only 67 percent. In 1952, posted 
hunting areas Bold 23,951 permits which represented a 28 percent decrease 
from those 1ssued by the Department. Conclusive intormation of the 
reason for tailing to sell all permits issued 'WaS not available. However I 
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Table 2. Hunter permits reserved for landowners of posted areas during 
the 1952 pheasant harvest in utah (Based on information from 
27 posted hunting areas) 
County" 
location of 
areas 
:Jox .;.::ller 
;Cache 
Carbon 
Emery 
Sanpete 
Sevier 
Tooele 
Utah 
Weber 
Total 
Number of permits 
is,sued to hunters 
3,181 
1,474 
1,250 
747 
177 
503 
1,616 
3,492 
771 
13,211 
Permits reserved for 
landowners 
Nwnber 
1,4.50 
740 
175 
35 
o 
o 
66 
o 
100 
2,566 
Percent 
45.6 
50.2 
Ih.O 
4.7 
0.0 
0.0 
L.1 
0.0 
13.0 
90 
80 
70 
20 
10 
Perce nt toto.. I per mits issued b~ Dept. 
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Figure.3. Comparison of hunter permits issued by Utah state Fish and Game Departoont 
with those sold by posted hunti.."1g areas (Based on 33,lCO pennits issued 
by Utah state Fish and Game Department, 1952) 
the desired number of hunters an ~ posted area was apparently the 
limiting factor for the sale of permits. 
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Announcement !!f !!!! ~ permits. Approximately" 81 percent of the 
posted hunting areas announced the sale of permits from 1 to 6 weeks 
preceeding the season. Frequently the announcements were placed in 
local and state newspapers. In addition, radio announcements were made, 
particular:Qr in Emery, Sanpete, and Sevier counties. The remaining 19 
percent of the posted areas did not make a formal announcement of the 
sale of permits. 
In several counties, Cache and Box El,lor, the posted areas have been 
established a relatively long t1Jne and consequently, the location of 
these areas is generally 'Well known. Therefore, any influence that 
announcements have on the sale of permits was reduced to a minimum. 
Expenditure ~ ~ received ~ ~ sale of permits. The expenditure 
of the income racei ved from the sale of, hunter permits has remained lm-
changed since the establishment or the posted hunting area system in 1939. 
The Utah state Fish and Game Department assumes no responsibility in 
collecting or spending the funds received for 'the permits (2). 
Answers from 30 of the posted areas indicate that the disposition of 
fees was separated into J categories: (a) construction and maintenance 
of church and school projects (playgrounds, recreation buildings, and 
ward structures), (b) expenses incurred as a result of the operation of 
the posted hunting area, and (0) deposited in a local bank for future use 
(not specified). ApprOXimately 73 percent of the areas utilized the first 
method of disposition of money received and 10 ~rcent of the areas 
deposited the ftmds in a local bank. 
Cooperative hunting areas in California ~re permitted to collect a 
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maximum fee of $2.00 per day per hunter (11). However, at least 25 
percent of the income derived from. such fees is devoted to habitat improve-
ment and.maintenance, subject to evaluation and approval by the Division 
or Fish and Game. 
While visiting posted areas in Cache County during the 1952 pheasant 
harvest, the major criticims by hunters on and off of posted hunting 
areas was directed toward those areas which did not utilize any income 
for pheasant management. 
Law enf orcament 
History shows that control of the hunting factor is nearly allvays 
the earliest attempt at game management of any area follo\r.Ung settlement. 
Henry VII (1485-l509) was the first English king to recognize that the 
landowner might wisely be granted protection from trespass. ' He forbade 
the taking of pheasants on other persons' land without the permission of 
the olmer; thus developed the first trespass law (15). Controls and 
hunting restrictions were developed early in the colonization of the 
United states when trespass abuses became prevalent. In Utah, essen-
tially the same pattern has occurred. In a majority of cases, posted 
hunting areas developed solely as a means of controlling trespass abuse 
and as a means of protecting the interests of the landowner. 
Posting ~ ~. Before 1953, as provided by law, the siens to be 
posted an hunttng areas were to include a description of the area and 
an outline of the b01.U1daries a.'1.d a statement of the fee to be paid to 
the landowners and name and location within the area of the person or 
persons selling hunter permits. However, regulations approved by the 
1953 legislature, provided only that the name of the h1.ll1ting area and 
the permit cost be i."1cluded (4). Ohio (14) and California (11) provide 
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such descriptions as presented in the Utah law prior to 1953. Trespass 
was considarab~ decreased on posted hunting areas in these states. 
Appointment £! deputy wardens. Deputy game wardens or cOmT!1issioners 
with the power to enforce all game laws and make arrests for violations 
were appointed by the Utah State Fish and Game Connnission. Usually J the 
choice of deputies was based on the recommendations of the posted hunting 
area organizations. No compensation was provided the deputies by the 
state and general~ none from the posted area organization. In 1952, 
L. 77 deputies were gi van short-term appointments which expired about 4 
days after the pheasant harvest. Information from 32 of the 53 posted 
hlID.ting areas shows that 1 deputy was available for every 32 hunters 
utilizing the posted areas (Table 11). Possession of badge"s by the 
deputies enhanced patrol work, but at prosent, the doputies are 
required to deposit $5.00 with the Fish and Game Department for the 
badge. In several instances, this procedure has been responsible for 
the reduction in number of deputies assigned to a particular area. In 
lieu"of the badge, authorizations on paper are provided but appear to 
carr,y less authority and respect. 
Method !?£ patrol. A wide variance in methods used to patrol the hunting 
areas occurred. Many of the deputies assigned to patrol the area partici-
pated in the pheasant harvest while on duty. This caused some reduction 
in efficiency of law enforcement. Most areas are patrolled by deputies 
on foot and also by deputies assigned to patrol all roads in the area. 
Vlhen an area "WaS traversed by numerous access roads and main arteries 
of traffic law enforcement was made more complex and difficult. Illegal 
entry on such areas was widespread and firearms discharged from auto-
mobiles and across roads -were especially evident. Such situations 
generally arise wherever the population density is great, particularly 
in Salt Lake, Weber, Davis, and Utah counties. 
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Patrol activit,- was extremely active the first two days of the 
harvest but relatively lax for the remainder of the season. For example, 
in Cache County, six areas were surveyed to record the patrol activity 
on the third and fourth days of the season. Checking stations were not 
manned and deputies were not on duty at aqy of the posted areas visited. 
Such situations tend to enhanoe violations of the trespass law and, in 
turn, defeat the purpose of the posted hunting area. 
Checking stations. Permanent checking stations were located at all 
major access routes into the posted hunting areas. Usual~, the stations 
were operated by 1 to 2 persons who worked without pay. Total use of 
the checking stations varied from day to day on some areas with the 
increase or decrease in hunting pressure. Nearly all checking stations 
were operative the first 1-1 days of the season but faw remained operative 
the full 3} days of the season. On the last 2 days, hunters were free to 
enter or leave the, area without restriction as the majority of the 
stations were inoperative. 
P.rtmar1l1, the ,duty of the checking station personnel was to deter-
mine whether hunters possessed the proper permit for the posted area. 
Few hunters, with the exoeption of those stopping voluntarily, regarded 
the stations a8 check points when leaving the area at the end of the 
hunting day. California (13) cooperative hunting areas require all 
hunters to return permits to the checking stations at the end of each 
dq of hunting and, while doing 80, provide information of the success· 
on the area. Such information inoludedt number of birds bagged, number 
of birds crippled and lost, whether a dog was used, and a report of 
banded birds killed. These features provided an aocurate method of 
determining actual hunting pressure and success for the posted area. 
In several areas, Where a main h1g~ crossed the posted area, 
checking station personnel issued temporar.r passes to drivers going 
through the area. Passes were t1me-stamped and if the driver failed 
to appear at the outgoing checking station within a reasonable time, 
deputies were assigned to investigate. Usually one person assigned to 
the checking station was an authorized deputy warden. 
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Violations. Officials of the organizations indicated that since the 
establishment of posted hunting areas, violations of hunting and 
trespass regulations have been considerably reduced. Chronic violators 
tended to avoid the actively patrolled posted areas. In Ohio (14), 
the ,same trend was noted.. However, as mentioned previously, patrol 
activity was neglected dUring the last two days or the harvest and 
violations tended to increase. On those posted ~eas which reported 
violations, 20 percent of the areas have prevented violators from 
purchasing a permit to hunt in subsequent seasons. This procedure also 
aided in the elimination of trespass abuse. 
Release 2! pheasants 
Commenoing in 1923, pheasants were propagated and released by the 
Utah state Fish and Game Department. Annually, 2,,00 to 20.000 birds 
have been released in the state (10, 16). Section 23-5-2 of the Fish 
and Game Laws of Utah, relative to posted hunting areas, included the 
follo1d.ng I 
• • • that the Fish and Game Commission may keep said areas 
stoclced by releasing game birds thereon with the express 
agreelOOnt of the owner or owners of the land. 
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However, information provided by the Department in 1952, revealed that 
the present policy is to avoid releasing pheasants on posted hunting 
areas. But, in the years 1941 through 1951, at which time the maximum 
increment of posted areas occurred, a total of ·8.5,022 pheasants were 
released in counties where posted areas were iocated (10). This 
represented 70 percent of all pheasants released in the state. Since 
the posted areas encompassed approximatelY 415,000 acres of land in 
these counties and since the major part was considered pheasant habitat, 
it was assumed that at least a part of the released birds dispersed 
to eventually become incorporated into the posted areas. Thus, posted 
areas have been indirectlY stocked in maqy instances and also directly 
stocked on several of the areas. 
The Director of the ut$ state Fish and Game Department (1), 
indicated ever,y suitable habi~at for the pheasant in utah has been 
stocked. Emphasis was placed on habitat improvement as a means of 
. . 
maintaining and increasing the present bird population to supply the 
demand by hunters. Low (16) indicated that emphasis in the state's 
pheasant program should be placed upon: (a) improvement of the re-
stocking program to assure grea tar survival of farm-reared pheasants J 
(b) improvement of the habitat, and (c) investigation of the feasibility 
of live-trapping and transpla~ting wild stock from areas of over-
abundance. Rasmussen and McKean, in 1945, indicated that most of the 
suitable aroas have been colonized and planting of birds in unsuitable 
areas was a waste of money (18). 
The posted hunting area organizations, composed of landowners and 
managers, General~ constitute a close~ knit group. Under proper 
guidance and supervision by game management Personnel, landowners could 
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profitably and efrective~ participate in a habitat improvement program 
on posted areas in need of improvement. Such a program would tend to 
improve relations with sportsmen as well as improve the habitat for 
pheasants. 
Winter feeding 
Winter is a critical period for many species of wildlife, including 
the hardy pheasant. During severe winters, as occurred in utah in 1948-
1949, supplemental feeding is often necessary to prevent serious deplet-
ion of the bird population. Winter feeding, to provide the maximum 
benefit, should be well planned and sustained. Foed should be accessible 
before it is needed, and the supplY should be maintained. 
Officials representing 20 percent of the posted areas indicated that 
supplemental food was readily available and distributed whenever deemed 
necessar,y by the landowners or cooperating wildlife personnel of the 
state. Funds to maintain this program were f'urnished by the Wildlife 
Federations, local civic groups, and the Utah state Fish and Game 
. Department. Uaz\y landowners donate corn and grains and also provide 
grit when the natural supply fails. 
While attending several meetings of the posted area organizations, 
it was increasingly' evident that members were undecided about the 
mo~t beneficial as well as the most eenomical winter feed to provide. 
In addition, type of feeders, method of feeding, and location of feeding 
stations posed a similar problem. Information, either in the form of 
literature or lectures, could profitab~ be disseminated by the Utah 
S tate Fish and Game Department. 
PHEASANT HARVEST ON PC6TED HUNTDTG AREAS, 1951-1952 
Hunter ut1l1aation 2! posted !!!!!. 
Hunter utU1sation 'WaS baaed on the number and percent of hunters 
on poeted areas during the 1951 and 1952 pheasant harvests. Addresses 
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. an. permit stubs provided hunter residence and subsequent utUization of 
posted areas by 18,500 permit holders. Of the 29 counties in Utah, 
residents of 21 and 2, respectively, participated in the 1951 and 19~2 
harvests. In add! tim, out of state hunters, parlicularly from 
'California, contributed 0.5 percent and 0.28 percent or the hunter 
utilization of posted areas in 1951 and 1952 (Table .3). 
Table 12 througb 23 provide data of the hunter residence on posted 
areu in 12 ot the 13 counties in which posted areas are currently 
established. Information trom the area in Carbon County, established 
in 1952, W88 not aVailable. 
, Table 3 indicates the relative use ot posted bunting areas by 
residents or each county for 1951 and 1952. In 1952, residents of 
Box Elder J Cache, Salt Lake, and Weber counties contributed f::6 percent of 
the posted area utilization ot the state. In 19S1, 78 p~rcent of the 
utilization of the posted areas of the state was supplied by the above 
counties. However, the decrease can be attributed to the establishment 
or posted areas in Davis and Tooele whioh were not included in the 1951 
analTsis. 
A discussion of hunter utilization of posted h'Wlting areas in each 
count,.. now fol1awa. 
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Table 3. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas, 
1951-1952 
1951 1952 
County of residence Hunters Hunters 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Deaver • 
· 
• • • 
· 
• • • 
286 4.6, 424 3.42 
~0=': Zller. 
• • 
· · 
• 1,004 16.33 1,481 11.94 
Cache 
· 
• 
· 
• • • 
· · 
• 153 l2.2' 1,811 14.£0 
Carbon • 
· · · 
• 
· 
• 12 0.20 275 2.22 
Ihggett • 
· · · 
• • 
· 
• 0 0.00 a 0.00 
Davis • • 
· 
• 
· 
• • • • 180 2.93 399 3.22 
Duchesne • • • • • • • • 8 0.13 10 0.08 
Emery • 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· · 
• • 0 0.00 262 2.11 
Garfield. • • • 
· · 
• • 0 0.00 4 0.0,3 Grand • 
· 
• • 
· 
• 
· 
• • 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Iron • • 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 20 0.33 18 0.14 
Juab. • 
· 
• • • • 
· 
• • 18 0.29 16 0.12 
Kane • • 
· 
• 
· 
• • • • • 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Millard 
· 
• 
· 
• • 5 0.08 21 0.17 
J~organ • • 
· 
• 
· · · 
• • ,30 0.49 21 0.22 
Pluta • • 
· 
• • • • • • 2 0.03 12 0.10 
Rich. 
· 
• 
· 
• • 
· 
• 
· 
• 2 0.03 32 0.26 
Salt Lake 
· · · 
• • • 
· 
1,072 17.43 2,166 17.46 
San Juan • • 
· 
0 0.00 6 0.05 
Sanpete 
· · 
• 
· · 
• • • 240 3.90 281 2.31 
nevier • • • • • • • • • 109 1.77 811 6.54 
Summit. • • • • 
· · · 
• 29 0.47 73 0.59 
Tooele • • • • • 
· · · 
• 21 0.34 985 7.94 
'Uintah • 
· · 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• • 43 0.70 31 0.25 
Utah • 
· · · 
• • • 
· 
• • 309 5.03 461 3.72 
~'[asatch • 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· · 
• 5 0.08 9 0.07 
Washington • • • • • • • 0 0.00 0 0.00 Wayne 
· 
• 
· 
• • 
· 
• 0 0.00 14 0.11 
Weber • • • • • • 
· · 
• 1,970 32.04 2,736 22.05 
Out of state • • • 
· 
• • 31 0.50 35 0.28 
Total 6,147 100.00 12,406 100.00 
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Beaver C ountr. 
The posted area at Milford was utilized by approximately 
500 hunters during the 1951 and 1952 seasons (Table l2). County residents 
comprised the major utilization on the area and Salt Lake and Iron 
counties ranked second and third respectively. A small reduction 
occurred in 1952 in the percent of Beaver residents who utilized the 
Milford aroa. At that time, residents utilized the recently established 
posted areas in Sevier County. 
The 9 Dox Elder County posted areas were utilized by 
residents of 11 counties of the state and also Alaska, California. and 
Idaho. Neber and Salt Lake residents maintained a high utilization of 
posted areas in Boxelder during the 1951 and 1952 seasons. This trend 
closely paralleled the use reported on non-posted lands of the county (9). 
As indicated by Table 13, ['OX Sl:lor residents remained within the county 
to hunt; a relatively small percent traveled to Cache County posted areas. 
Cache Countl. The 11 Cache County.posted areas were utilized by 
residents of 11 counties of the state and also California (Table 14). 
In 1951 and 1952, Weber and Salt Lake contributed the major part of the 
utilization from outside the county. Cache residents tended to hunt 
within the county but a small number of htUlters have utilized areas in 
Boxe1der eacb season. 
~ County. The posted hunting area, located at Woodscross, was 
established in 1952; thorefore, comparative data for hunter utilization 
of the area was not available. In 1952, Salt Lake hlUlters contributed 
29 percent of the utilization of the area. Contrary to /lost trends, 
Davis hunters, in 1952, utilized many areas in other counties even 
though the posted area at Woodscross was created in 1952 (Table 15). 
ravis County hunters were represented in 12 counties of the state in 
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1952 as compared with 8 in 1951. 
Eme17 countZ· In Emery COtU'lty, residents of other cO\Ultiee supplied 
utilization of the J posted areas which exceeded that of county residents 
(Table 16). Huntington and Ferron, established in 1952, received the 
bulk of the hunters who ware residents of Carbon County. Emery County 
residents utilized the ·posted areas of the county and did not participate 
in the pheasant harvest on posted areas outside the county. 
Salt Lake CountZ. Information of hunter utilization was exclusive~ 
trom the posted area at Draper as the area at Riverton did not provide 
hunter permit stubs for analysis. Salt Lake County residents participated 
in the harvest on posted areas of l2 counties, particularlY Baxelder, 
Sanpete, and Tooele counties (Table 17). In 1952, a shift of hunter 
utilization to areas located in Tooele occurred. A corresponding decline 
was indicated tor utilization of those areas in Dox ElderCounty. 
Hunters from other counties contributed a var,y limited use of Salt Lake 
posted areas. 
Sanpete County_ Sanpete residents tended to hunt on the 4 posted 
. . 
areas within the county. However, non-resident (outside the county) 
hunter utilization ot the posted areas accounted tor more ·than 50 per-
cent of the hunter utillza tion. Salt Lake residents again provided the . 
major uti11zat1on (Table 18). 
Sevi~r County. A significant decline or hunter utilization by Salt 
Lake residents occurred in 1952. Residents or 16 counties plus 
California and Nevada 'Were represented .011 the 5 posted areas in 1952 
(Table 19). 
Tooele Countl_ Hunter permit stubs were not available for analysis 
of the 1951 harvest; however, those from 3 of the 4 postod areas were 
represented in the dAta for 1952. Salt Lake residents contributed 
approximatelY one third of the hunter utilization for these areas. 
Tooele County residents tended to hunt on the posted areas wi thin the 
county (Table 20). 
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Uintah Countl. In 1951 and 1952, residents of Uintah County partic-
ipated in the harvest on the Ra~dlett area. In addition to the 
utilization by Uintah residents, the area supported relatively large 
percent of Salt Lake and Utah county hunters. The hunters from Salt 
Lake, in 1952, exceeded Uintwl huntars by 37 percent (Table 21). 
utah COtmty. Very little information from utah Cotmty posted hunting 
areas was available for the 1951 ani 1952 harvest. P.ov~ver, comparative 
data is available for one of the 8 areas of the county. In 1952, Salt 
Lake hunters provided an increase of 13 percent in utilization as 
compared with 1951. utilization by Utah County residents declined a 
comparable amo1mt. Also, county residents increased utilization of 
posted 'areas in other counties in 1952, particularly in Sanpete County 
(Table 22). 
Weber Co~~ty. In 1952, Weber County residents contributed 50 percent 
of the hunter utilization of those areas inDox Elder County. This 
repre3ented an incroase of 10 percent as compared with 1951. PrimarilY, 
the hunter utilization on the 3 posted hunting areas of "!!eher County 
was composed of Salt Lake and Dclvis county residents ('~able 23). 
Actual hunter utilization 2!! posted areas 
An cUlalysis of hunter permits from areas in Box Elder, Cache, 
Sanpete, Sevier, and Tooele counties, in 1952, in~licated that h03 of 
8749 or 4.6 percent of the hunters purchased permits for 2 or more posted 
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hunting areas (Table 4). For example, hunters in Box El:::ier County' 
purchased permits for 1 to 4 posted areas within the county. This 
procedure effective~ reduces the total n~~ber of hunters accormodated 
on the posted areas of the state. On tho basis of total l1unters 
accommodated on the above areas in 1952, a reduction of 5 percent 
occurred due to those persons purchasing permits for more than one area. 
An estimated 23,951 permits were sold, in 1952, for all posted areas and 
an es~ioated 22,735 persons utilized the areas. 
Pheasant habitat available to hunters 
Pheasant habitat available to hunters was deterr:rl.ned by (1) lirtits 
imposed b,y landowners on the number of hu~ters desired on the posted 
areas, and (2) the acreage of pheasant habitat within the county, both 
on and off of the posted hooting areas. 
!hmte£ den~ity E!! posted hunting areas. Table 5 presents information 
of the acreage of land encompas~ed within posted huntinG aroas in Utah, 
in 1951 and 1952. I3ec.:lUSC of a l'lCk of :..'cli2.ble infomation, c1ata are 
not presented for 1 area (Ri.verton) in Salt Lake County and 4 areas 
(Genola, Goshen-~lbertaJ Sunset, and Salem) in Utah County.' 
Acrea~e of posted land <'lvailable to each h'tmter on posted hunting 
areas varied from a low of 2.9 to a high of 09.3 acres in Utah and 
Sanpete C01,mtYJ respectively. In 1951, hunter density on all posted 
areas appeared comparatively licht. An averaGe of 42.7 acres of posted 
land rras available to hnhters utilizing posted hunting areas. In 1952, 
the average density increased to 1 hunter per 30.9 acres; h~/over, the 
increment can be attributed to areas located in southern Utah which 
possessed a relatively high density of hunters per acre and wore not 
included in the 1951 data. 
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Table 4. Individual h\Ulters accommodated on pheasant posted hunting 
area's in utah, 1952 
Location of Hunter Number of posted areas Hunters accor.modated 
posted area permits utilized by individual on posted areas 
sold hmroors 
1 2 3 4 ~ Number Percent 
Number of hunters 
Box ZlJ.cr 3,456 3,212 108 8 1 0 3,329 96.32 
Cache 2,11) 1,917 94 1 0 1 2,013 95.27 
Sanpete 612 578 17 0 0 a 595 97.22 
Sevier 1,069 940 00 .3 0 0 1,003 93.82 
Tooele 1,499 1,275 106 ' 4 0 0 1,)85 92.39 
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Table $. Acreage of pheasant posted hunting area available to hunters, 
1951-1952 
Location of 
posted area 
Beaver Co. 
Hillord .. .. .. .. • 
Box ~lJar jOe 
:...;orinne .. 
· 
nri;:ham City • 
· Perry • • .. .. 
· 
• 
.. 
.. 
.. 
Dothwell-~hatcher & 
Penrose .. • • .. 
· I I owe 11 • • .. 
::'iolJine • .. 
· 
• .. 
nil1ard 
· 
• 
· 
• 
ITarp9r • .. • .. • 
· Trenonton • • .. • .. 
Cache Co. 
YOli..'1f; :~rard • .. • .. 
Smithfield .. • .. • 
Eendon • • 
· 
• • • 
Le,viston 
• 
· 
• 
ljevrton 
• .. 
· 
• 
· 
• 
:!jenson • • .. • • .. 
nellsville • • .. • 
Hyde Park .. 
· 
• 
· · North Logan • • • • 
Richmond • 
· 
• • • 
Cove • • • • • .. .. 
Carbon Co. 
'Se 11 inCton • • • • 
Davis Co. -
Woodscross • • • .. 
Emery Co. 
Greenriver-~lgin • 
Ferron • • • .. • • 
!Tuntington • • • .. 
Salt Lake Co. 
Riverton • 
· 
• • • 
Jrapor • .. • 
· 
• • 
· 
• 
• .. 
.. .. 
• • 
• • 
• 
• .. 
• .. 
• .. 
• 
· 
.. 
• • 
• • 
.. • 
• 
· 
• • 
• .. 
• • 
• .. 
• • 
• .. 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• .. 
• • 
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• 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Acreage 
of posted 
area 
26,750 
12,700 
5,000 
3,127 
47,000 
2),374 
19,500 
12,800 
3,018 
10,000 
7,100 
4,500 
6,500 
5,700 
13,560 
9,280 
6,000 
3,157 
2,000 
18,000 
5,500 
15,000 
2,620 
12,000 
10,000 
2,500 
5,555 
Ave. acres per hunter 
1951 1952 
53.5 53.5 
15.8 15.8 
25.0 25.1 
8.4 8.9 
47.0 58.8 
86.9 
86. '7 Bh.h 
25.6 14.8 
15.1 
15.6 
23.7 L.O.3 
26.3 23.9 
21.7 34.8 
40.1 38.0 
82.2 77.5 
27.3 26.6 
20.0 20.0 
35.9 26.1 
15.8 
63.2 53.7 
61.8 43.6 
11.9 
4.2 
80.0 56.3 
40.6 
8.1 
15.3 
32 
Table 5. (cone.) Aereaee of pheasant posted huntinc area available to 
hunters, 1951-1952 
Location of Acreage Ave. acres per hunter 
posted area of posted 
area 1951 1952 
Sanpete Co. 
Centerfield • • 
· 
• • 
· 
13,000 26.0 
Fayette 
· · · 
• • 
· · · 
• 13,000 72.6 
3phraim • 
· 
lo,j39 89.3 
lrt. Pleasant • • 
· · · 
• 3,5)6 20.0 
Sevier Co. 
Venico • 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 4,000 23.3 
::eJ.":1onl • 
· · · 
• 
· 
3,350 4~.1 
S,'llh1a • 
· 
• 
(,;00 19.6 
Aurora 
. ' • • 
· · 
.. .. 3,414 11.4 
Glen,7ood 
· · 
.. .. 
· · 
2,.980 13.8 
Tooelo :0. 
Grantsville 
· 
.. • .. 
· · 
• 
(, I)Q2 G 0 ~, ... v 
.;t 
Clover • • • 
· 
.. 
· 
3,916 24.5 
2rda . 
· 
• .. • • .. • 
· 
.. 11,000 15.7 
Lake Point • • • • • .. 
· 
l,g)O 4.6 
Uintah Co. 
Randlett .. 
· 
• .. .. • .. • 13,465 66.1 h8.8 
Utah Co. 
Spanish Fork, Lake Shore, 
Leland, Benjamin .. • • 10,000 2.9 
Genola • • • • • • • .. • 
Joshen-:lberta .. • .. • .. 
Sunset • • 
· · · 
.. 
· · 
.. 
Salem .. 
· · 
.. 
· 
• .. 
· 
• 
17eber Co. 
Hooper • .. 
· 
.. • .. .. • • 6,000 10.0 
Sla terville • .. 
· · · · 
.. 5,120 14.6 
Ylest \~Tarren • • • .. • • • 10,000 23.8 
Total 41),073 
AveraG'6 8,647 1~2. 7 )0.9 
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Hunter density ~ non-posted ~ An estimated 722,922 acres of 
irrigated land or land suitable for pheasant habitat is located outside 
the boundaries of the posted lnmting areas of utah. In 1952, an 
estimated 54,822 hunters utilized this available habitat (9). Since 
the number of hunters of each county who utilized non-posted land was 
not available, hunter density was computed on a statelrlde basis. In 
. 1952, an average of 13.19 acres of non-posted land was available for 
each hunter. Therefore, comparative hunter density per acre was more 
than twice as great on non-posted lands as on posted lands. 
In 1952, 74 percent of the sportsmen of Utah utilized 61 percent or 
722,922 acres of the pheasant habitat that was not included in the posted 
hunting areas. These data were based on average calculations far the 
state and in several counties -Box Elder, Cache, and Carbon - a 
proportionally greater number of sportsmen on non-posted lands were. 
forced to utilize a much reduced habitat. This was due to the acreage 
of the posted areas exceeding the acreage of the total irrigated land 
within the county. A more equitable distribution of hunters appeared 
desirable in these counties. 
Acreage .2! irrigated ~ .!:! ~ county. Irrigated lands of utah 
are concentrated in those counties in which the majority of posted 
hunting areae are established. Of the 13 counties, which provided f:IJ 
percent of the irrigated land of the state, there ~ 415,073 acres or 
" 00 percent in posted hunting areas (Table 6). 
Since 191.4, irrigated land in the state has increased 13,914 acres 
but in several counties in which posted areas were located there has 
• 
occurred a reduction of irrigated land. Cache, Carbon, Uintah .. Utah, 
and Weber counties indicated an average reduction of 8 percent 
irrigated lands since 1944. The- annual increment of irrigated ~ands 
Table 6. Acrea"e of pheasant posted hunting areas by counties, Utah, 
1952 ' 
County location 
Beaver • • 
· . 
Box Zljer. • · · . 
. . . . . . . 
,':;arbo:1 • 
· . 
. . . . 
Davis . . . 
Emery ••• 
Salt Lake J. 
Sanpete 
Sevier • 
Tooele • 
Uintah • 
utah 2 • 
· . . . . . 
· , 
. . . 
. . . 
· . 
rIcber . . . . . . . . . 
To:'a1 
1 
Land irriGated 
(acres) 
23,483 
126,)19 
1L,861 
11,153 
35,051 
48,)97 
49,499 
75,922 
56,306 
12,111 
66,809 
97,6g3 
45,611 
634,628 
Land in posted areas 
(acres) 
26,750 
87,542 
81,297 
15,000 
2,620 
24,500 
5,555 
40,075 
25,144, 
23,028 
13,465 
10,000 
21,l20 
415,073 
2 acreaGe was not available for the posted hunting area at Riverton 
acreage was not available for the posted hunting areas at Genola, 
G oshen-::lberta, Sunse t, and Salem 
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was far exceeded by the acreage annuallY encompassed within posted hunting 
areas. For example, in 1952, 12,298 acres of land was added to the 
hunting areas and essential~ none added to the total irrigated land of 
the state. 
Hunter success 
Hunter success for the 1952 pheasant harvest on posted hunting areas 
was obtained from three sources: (a) questionnaires issued by the Utah 
Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit (Exhibit 2), (b) posted huntinG area 
permits which were returned to the Utah state Fish and Game Department, 
and (c) information obtained from harvest cards sent by the Utah state 
Fish and Game Department to a 10 percent sample of hunters. Also, 
hunter success on non posted lands (Table 7) was obtained from the 
1951 and 1952 utah Gar.te Bird Harvest Bulletins (8, 9). 
InfoIT.'lation \"m,S analyzed from questionnaire cards (Exhibit 2) to 
detorcine the percent of-hunters in the fielq each successive day of 
the season and also the percent and average number of birds harvested 
each d~ (Figures 4, 5). Ifunters of posted areas, in 1952, tended to 
utilize all areas to the maximum the first 2 days of the season -
Saturday and Sunday. The minimum utilization occu....-red on 1.lon~ or the 
third ~ of the hunt. However, on the fourth day, a slight increase 
in the utilization curve was noted. A similar trend was evident in 
the curves showing the birds harvested per day and also percent of birds 
harvested per day (Figure 5). Hunter success on the third day was 
only 40 percent of the birds that \vere killed the first day. Uearly 
, 
75 percent of the total birds harvested for the season were taken by 
hunters on the first and second days (Figura 5). 
In 1951, tho averaee total number of pheasants harvested durinG 
the season by each hunter on posted llunting areas exceeded, by 14.6 
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Table 7. Hunter success on posted hunting areas as compared lvi th 
hunter sucoess on non-posted lands of Utah, 1951-1952 
Pheasants per season Pheasants per season 
on posted areas on non-posted areas County 
19,1 1952 1951 1952 
Beaver •• 
· . • • • • 3.95 4.91 3.14 2.86 Box Elder •• 
· . • • • 4.31 3.22 4.20 3.36 Cache • • • • • • 4.28 3.34 3.61 3.45 Carbon •• 
· . · . . . 2.21 3.9.3 Davis • • 
· 
· . · . . 2.12 2.24 Emery • • • • • • • • 3.87 3.52 Salt Lake • • • • · . 2.18 2.08 1.83 2.21 Sanpete • • · . • .3.65 3.35 ).01 ).37 Sevier • • • • • · . . 4.29 4.25 ).63 4.62 Tooele • 
• • • • • • • .3.25 1.50 1.14 2.09 U1ntah •• • • • • • • 5.16 3.11 4.28 3.81 Utah • • • • • • • • • 2.82 3.18 2.83 .3.04 Weber • · . . . . . . 1.82 2.)0 2.25 1.78 
Averace 3.57 3.08 3.05 3.14 
81.1 
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Figure 5. Hunter success on 16 posted hunting areas of utah, 1952 
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percent, those harvested on non-posted lands (Table 7). In 1951, tho 
average pheasants per hunter for the season on posted areas was 3.57 
birds as C onpared with 3. 05 birds on non-pos ted lands. F owever, :l.."'l 
1952, pheasants per hunter on posted land decreased to 2 percent below 
the pheasants per hunter on non-posted lands. Counties which reported 
substantial reductions in birds harvested on posted areas L.'1.cluded: 
County 
Beaver 
Box-Eljer 
Cacho 
~ooele 
Uintah 
Percent decline on posted 
areas in 1952 
22.0 
25.0 
22.0 
5h.O 
27.0 
Approxinatcly l 'J,Ooo hunter permits were sold in the ahove counties and 
therefore a substantial decline in the total pheasant harvest lor tho 
state resulted. 
irlUlters using dogs on posted hunting areas reported a hi[:her succoss 
of pheasants per day in 1952. Those with dogs exceeded the averal~e 
season kill of those without dogs by 25 percent. Sirrilar results, 
although less pronounced, were reported for non-posted lands (9). An 
effort was made to determine the crippling loss of pheasants related 
to the use of dogs. However, reliable information was not obtained and 
was J at least in partial measure, due to the reluctance of hu!1. ters to 
supply such info~~tion sL~ca they believed it would prove disadvantngcous 
to them. 
At present, the addresses of hunters aro not available to the 
Utah state Fish and Game Department until officials of the areas return 
permit stubs to the :)apartMent; in many instances, this represents a 
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delay of 1 to 3 months. When attempting to take a sample of those 
h\Ulters on the posted areas, there is a probability that, in the 
interim, the hunter will forget the total number of birds killed as 
well as those killed on specific days of the season. As an attempt to 
measure this probability, a telephone survey of h1.Ulters in Cache County 
was conducted in 1952. A group of hunters from one posted area was 
callod immadiate~ after the harvest and questioned as to hunter success 
on specific ~s and for the season. The results obtained were. believed 
to be highlY accurate. After 3 waeks, another group was selected and 
questioned in the same manner. Only 20 percent of those questioned 
recalled the number of birds harvested and 5 percent recalled the ~s 
in which the birds were harvested. 
In addition to the preceeding method, the reliability of the 
inf<;»rmation from harvest cards was analyzed in 1952. At that time, 
harvest card results were compared with results obtained from the 
questionnaire cards distributed by the Utah Cooperative Wildlife Research 
Unit (Exhibit 2). {~H~vest success for the state was based on a 10 
f percent sample. Harvest cards were mailed to the hunters a relatively 
long interval after the season; whereas, the questionnaire cards were 
distributed during the hunt. A 35 percent hunter s~~ple .lith question-
naire cards returned by North Logan hunters indicatod that results 
obtained with harvest cards were 26 percent too high with respect to 
hUnter success. Furthermore, a 25 percent sample of the hunters on the 
Greenriver-Elgin posted area showed that the hunter harvest card 
information was high, in this case 25 percent. Therefore, it appears that 
information of hunter success be obtained as soon as possible after the 
pheasants are bagged. Otherwise, a group of unreliable data of hunter 
success will probably result. Such information would be misleading 
"han formulating future recommendations for pheasant management. 
Hlmter approval 
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Early in the history of the posted hunting areas of Utah, the Utah 
Cooperative Wildlife I~esearch Unit at Logan conducted a census of hunters 
on the Corinne area with a view to obtaining hunter appro"lal of the 
posted hl.Ulting system. Results showed that 93 percent of the hu.."1ters were 
in favor of continuing the posted areas (18). More than 86 percent of 
the hunters utilizing California cooperative hunting arQas indicated 
that they approved of 'the system as organized. On one area unfavorable 
COl7L.l1ent was expressed by more than 50 percent of the hunters. As this 
area was the single one w'1ich charged a fee and all other conditions 
appeared nomal it appeared that the criticism was mainly due to the 
increased cost of hunting -(13). 
Since the oriGinal survey of the posted area in Utah in 1941, 
additional census to determine hunter approval have not been conducted. 
After many hunter and landovmer interviews, in 1952, it appeared that 
acceptance or approval of posted hunting areas was dependent on the 
desire of the hunter to utilize the same area during successive harvests. 
As a meaYlS of mea.suring this factor, permit stubs (FiGUre 2) with the 
name and address of the hunter included thereon were obtained from 34 
percent of the posted areas of the state. ~rames were then compared 
with the 1951 and 1952 harvest. A preliminary survey indicated that 
landovmer members were prone to utilize areas of which they were a 
member irregardless of approval of the hunting system. Therefore, they 
are not considered in the final analysis. 
Exclusive of landowner members, who comprised 16.19 percent of the 
"repeating hunters", approximately 1 of 4 hunters, in 1952. utilized 
the Sar.te area as in 1951 (Table 8). An average of 1h.7.3 percent of 
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the "repeating hunters" were reside'lts of the county in which the posted 
area was located whereas an averaGe of 13.02 percent resided in counties 
other t~an the location of the posted area. 
Results indicated t~~t the hunters utilizing posted hunting areas of 
!)eaver andBox Elder counties were in favor of the system of r::anagement. 
However. a direct method of determinine hunter approval would be more 
desirable. 
Substantial evidenco of hunter approval was also provided by a 
determination of the nileage traveled by the hunter in reachine the 
posted htUlting area. In California (13), in 1950; those hunters not 
residing i~ the immediate vicinity of the posted areas comprised a 
maxinrun of 90 percent of the total. Such hunters were required to 
travel a considera'Jle distance to reach the areas, yet 86 percent 
approved of the method of harvest as set up by the cooperative associ-
ations. In Utah, comparative distances travelled by hunters to roach 
the sarJe posted area in 19~1 and 1952 is shown in Table 9. Data ~rom 
8 counties in which posted areas were located indicated that hunters 
travelled an averaGe distance of 104 miles (one way) to use the same 
area as previously. A range of 15 to 700 miles was indicated. Hunters • 
... mo Vlere residents of California, generally travellod the maximum. 
distance to reach the posted areas in Uta~. 
During the course of field observations a~d surveys in 1952, the 
major criticism from hunters on and off of the posted areas was 
directed toward areas which did not allocate any portion or-the fee 
to a pheasant management program. 
Table 8. Hunters, who in 1951 and 1952, utilized the same posted hunting 
area (Based on 5958 hunters) 
Percent of hunters utilizing Percent of repeat-
same posted area in 1951 and 1952 ing hunters minus 
CountY' Landowner County OUt-of-collnty landowner 
members at resident hunters utilizing members 
posted areas hunters posted areas 
Beaver 10.89 34.~ 7.26 41.90 
Box Elder 7.34 17.11 18.81 35.92 
Cache 37.90 8.97 4.84 13.81 
Salt Lake 5.72 24.04 1.14 25.18 
Sanpete 13.40 8.63 19.88 28.51 
Sevier 29.94 7.~ 20.)8 28.02 
Uintah li.24 0.00 29.78 29.18 
Weber 13.11 16.80 2 •. 03 18.83 
Average 16.19 14.73 13.02 27.74 
I 
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Table 9. Comparative distances traveled by hunters utilizing the same 
posted hunting area in the 1951 and 1952 pheasant harvest in 
Utah 
County Number of out-or-county t!i1es traveled (one way) 
location of repeating hunters 
posted area Average Range 
Beaver 26 211 ;;0 - 500 
Box Elder 410 34 25 - 180 
Cache 41 . 64 35 - 210 
Salt Lake 3 38 20 - 70 
sanpete 129 125 35 - 100 
Sevier 32 137 15' - It)) 
Uintah ,3 118 110 - 220 
Weber 27 46 45 - 10 
TJ-:E ~END Dr SSTABLISnMi1;~~T OF POSTED ntJNTD~G AnEAS 
At present, 53 .posted ~ting areas are established in 13 of the 29 
counties of utah. Hore than 415,000 acres of land, essentially pheasant 
Imbitat, is encompassed in these areas. 
Increased number and acreage of posted huntinG areas was relative~ 
slow during the period of 1939 through 1947 (Figure 6). For example, in 
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Box Elder County, the pos ted areas of C orL'me and Brigham City I established 
in 1939 and 1941 respectivelY, encompassed 18,000 acres of land. These 
were the only areas in the county until 1949. From that date to the 
present, 7 additional areas of 118,000 acres have been established. The 
same general trend was noted for Cache COID'lty. Fran 1948 to the present 
time, .8 areas of approximately 64,000 acres have been created. 
Reasons for the impetus and subsequent establishment of the majority 
of posted areas in the last 5 years have been attributed to increased 
hunter trespass and the desire of the land~ners to control it. For 
example, Young Ward of Cache County, the first posted hunting area 
established in the county, limited the number of hunters on the area 
that was posted. Hunters, who had utilized this land before the creation 
of the posted area, migrated to the pheasant habitat in the proximity of 
Mendon. This influx of hunters added to the trespass abuse in the area. 
In an effort to control this factor, .landowners established a posted 
hunting area at Mendon. The same general pattern was noted throughout 
Cache County and was believed to ~e representative of conditions in other 
counties in which maj or increases in establishment of posted hunting areas 
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Figure 6. Trend in establishment of posted hunting areas ·in utah (Based on 44 areas of 415,073 acres) 
have occUlTed durinG the past 5 years. 
An additional factor contributinG to the increased establishment of 
the areas can be related. to the ethics of the individual hunters of the 
county. For exanplc, many representatives of the poste:1 hunting areas 
indicated that since t,he creation of the areas a. more consiJern.t.e c;roup 
of hunters utilized the land. Punters who had little reGard for the 
property ri~hts of the landowners tended to avoid the postel areas us 
Inany were actively patrolled. These bunters were then forcel to hoot 
outside t:1G area and tendeJ to overcrot'Td surr01mdinr, lands. ACain in 
an effort to protect their interests, landol,\ners which were subjected t.o 
this LYlflu.-..: of inconsid.erate h"_luters established posted hunting areas. 
On a whole J these tYro factors have been primc'lri~l' responsible for the 
"snow1.,alling" effect in the increa.se of the posted huntinG area SystOM 
in recent :.rea.rs. 
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Apparcn tly J as determined by intervievfS of landowner 'r.lembers of the 
posted arcas, 3.n ohjection wO'~ld be raised if an attempt was made to 
cu.rtail the posted hun"t~nr: area system. Continued increase in nunber of 
areas anl acroa:e of pheasant habitat encoMpassed in pos-seJ. areas appea~s 
highly probable in Utah. 
REC 01!1 'Sl fDATI aIS 
1. Limit each land01·vnor member of the posted hunting area to 2 
perndts per season. At present a na~ber of areas, particular~ in 
::;~:: ~: _:';)1" :l.L'1d Cache counties, reserve h.5 to 50 percent of tho htm~r 
permits for la~dffi1ner m~mbcrs to sell to their friends and associates. 
2. Allocate 25 percent or a given fraction of fees collectej from 
hunter permit sales to projects thtlt will improve pheasant manager:1ent on 
the posted areas; the projects to bo supervised by game manacement 
personnel. 
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3. When ltinter feeding appears necossary to maintaL'I1 the pheasant 
stock, responsible aGencies d.istribute literature or provide demonstrations 
of the techniques involved in )tinter feedin[;. Er.tphasis should be placed 
upon types of raou, t~r,pcs of equipMent, and locntion of fcedL~G stjtions. 
h. Provide 1nstr"J.ction. to the deputy \vardens of the posted hunting. 
areas. Zm9hasis should· be plaoed upon limit of authority in relation to 
::'.,)~:...j, '--lueks .. search and seizure. 
5. The 13 counties ,,.hich are represented in the posted hunting area 
system provide tho bulk of the pheasant crop of Utah. Any substantial 
change in pheasant populations on the posted areas as indicated by hllilter 
success, would be reflected in the total pheasant populRtion of the state. 
Therefore, it is believed that the information included on the questionnaire 
card (Exhibit 2) vmich provides a breakdown of hunter success could 
profitably be included on the back of the Posted Hunting Area Permit. 
(Fi£ure 2). This pern.it could then be returned to the posted htmting area 
checking stations and subsequently returned to the UtCL~ State ?ish and 
Game Depart~ent. The expense of addressing and ~iling separate 
harvest information cards to the hunters at the end of the season 
would be eliminated. Also, more reliable data would be obtained as 
48 
the info~~tion of hunter success on the araa would be readilY recalled 
by the sportsmen; such is not true under the present system whereqr the 
sample of hunter _information must be delayed·~~til permit stubs are 
returned to the utah State Fish ani ::lame Department. 
6. Allow a greater number of hunters to utilize the posted hunt-
ing areas J particularly in those counties in which areas are concen-
trated, i.a. Box Elder, Cache, and Utah counties. 
7. It is recommended that deputy wardens and persons who operate 
checking stations remain on duty during tile lega~ hunting period of 
the pheasant season. 
8. Inaugurate a program of habitat improvement for pheasants on 
posted hunting area lands. Tho cost is to be borne by the posted 
hunting area organization and the program to be supervised by g~e 
management personnel. 
9. Develop a reliable mothod to determine the number of hunter 
permits to be sold by e~ch posted hunting area. This method should be 
based on tho hunter carrying capacity of the land and not on the number 
of hunters desired by the lando)vners on their lands. 
10. Conduct further study of the posted hunting area system to 
analYze the feasibility of creating posted hunting areas on all lands 
which are regarded as pheasant habitat of Utah. 
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C01'!'C LrS ION 
The system of pheasant posted h1ll1ting areas in the State of utah 
is, from the viewpoint of the landowner, highly successful. It provides 
a measure of protection against indiscri."llnatc trespass and subseq~ent 
damaGe to property and livestock. Any effort to din continue the 
organizations will be met by objections fro~ tho landmmers. 
The objectives, as outlined by the Utah State Fish and Gamo 
Department, have been partially achieved. Protection is afforded the 
lando"mer but pheasant protection and pl"opagation is limited to a 
ninor role. Principles of b~ nanagenent are ~enGra~ not considered 
when determining the nUIlber of hunter permits to bo issued for the 
posted h~~ting aro~s. The nunber of permits is a~bitrarily chosen 
by lando'lfmar members and is b.:lscd on the hunter denGi ty desired. 
Hu...~ter approval of the posted hunting areas has not been adequately 
measured by t~lis study; however, 16 percent of the hunters utilizinG 
posted areas return to the same area each season. This indicates that 
the posted hWlting area system. is approved by the "repeating" hunters. 
lJany posted hunting areas do not allocate any part of the money received 
from sale of permits to improve the area as a pheasant management unit. 
The la.Tld01·mer members are, in part, capitalizing on a game resource of 
the state by charging a fee for the privilege of hunting on the area. 
Since none of the funds are used to improve the status of the pheasant 
on these areas, such areas receive justifiable criticism from sportsmen. 
There was an unequal distribution of hunters on posted hunting 
areas as compared with lands not included within the posted aroas. 
Comparative hunter density per acre of land was 2 times as great on 
non-posted lands as on posted lands. Therefore, information of the 
hunter CatT'Jing capacity of the pheasant habitat is desirable to 
dete~ne if an equitable distribution of hunters on posted and non-
posted lands exists. 
Tl~ current trend in the establishment of posted huntinG areas 
indicates that most of the desirable pheasant habitat in utah vrill 
eventuallY become incorporated into the posted hunting area systen. 
This fact becomes apparent when it is recognized that: (a) pheasants 
in utah are usual~ limited to the irrigated land, (b) farmers mvn or 
control the irrigated lands of the state on \vhich the sportsmen hunt, 
and (c) trespass abu.cie and damage to landOlmers' property by hunters 
can he controlled by the ore~tion of posted hunting areas. 
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SUMlfARY 
1. This study was undertaken in 1952 to determine the status and 
management of the posted hunting areas of Utah and their relationship to 
the pheasant harvest for the state. 
2. Management and organ1zation of the posted areas was determined 
by personal interviews, supplemented by questionnaires, with represent-
atives of the areas. - Harvest information was obtained by hu"lter permit 
returns, harvest cards mailed to hunters, and mimeographed-questionnaire 
cards distributed d1rect~ to the posted hunting areas • 
.3. The bOl.Uldaries of the 53 posted hunting areas are uaually 
confluent \lith the boundaries of the wards of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter I)£y Saints. Organizations, composed of landowners, were 
sponsored by the Church, the Lions Club, the Y01.mg Fam.ers Association, 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, and Wildlife Federations. 
4. The main objective of the landowners in establishing posted 
hunting areas was to -eliminate or effectively control trespass abuse. 
5. Officers of the posted hunting areas were usua~ elected by 
a simple majority; however, 3 areas received appointments from tho 
bishop of the local L. D. S. Church. 
6. All posted hunting areas in utah encompassed more than 1,000 
acres of land. On~ 4 posted hunting areas have been discontinued since 
the establishment of the first area at Corinne in 1939. 
7. The number of hunter permits to be sold for a specific posted 
area was based sole~ on the hunter density desired by the landowners. 
52 
8. A maxir.mJIl of ;; hunter permits were reserved for each landolmer 
member of the posted hunting area. The permits lvere sold to whomever the 
lando1mer desired. Hore than 16 percent of all permits can be reserved 
in this manner. 
9. In 1952, posted hunting areas distributed for sale 72 percent 
of the hunter permits issued them by the Utah State Fish and Game 
Commission. 
10. Approximately 17 percent of the posted h1.U1ting areas allocated 
a part of the fee collected for hunter permits to pheasant management. 
The remaining areas applied the money to civic improvement projects as 
construction of pl~brounds, recreation buildings, and church buildings. 
11. Law enforcement wns i~provcd by the appointment of 477 deputy 
\'{ardens for the posted areas in 1952. On these areas, the hunter-deputy 
ratio was 32 : 1. 
12. Checking stations were operative and activo patrols conducted 
during the first and second days of the harvest. On the remaining days, 
checking stations were generally disbanded and patrols eliminated. 
13. Trespass violations tended 'to' be minimized on areas on which an 
active patrol was maintained. On 20 percent of the posted areas 
\0 • 
violators were pre\~nted from purchasing hunter permits the follovnng 
season. 
14. Commencing, in 1923, 2,500 to 20,000 pheasants were released 
annually in Utah. The present policy of the Utah State Fish a..'ld Game 
Department is to emphasize habi tat improvement programs as a means of 
increasing the pheasant population. 
15. ',~inter feeding of pheasants was carried on by landowners and 
game management personnel. Corn, grains, and grit was supplied whenever 
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deened necessar,y. 
16. In 1952, hunters from 25 of the 29 counties of utah utilized 
posted huntine areas of the state. Out-of-state hunters, predominantlY 
from California, contributed 0.50 percent of the hunter utilization in 
1951 and 0.28 percent in 1952. In 1952, 65 percent of the hunter 
utilization was contributed by residents of Box Elder; Cache, Salt Lake, 
and Weber counties. Residents of counties with a high population density 
as Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber counties tended to hunt in all counties 
in which posted hunting areas were established. 
17. Hunters" in 1952, purchased permits to hunt in from 1 to 5 
posted hunting areas and 'thereby reduced by 4.6 percent the total hunter 
population utilizing the arGas. 
18. County residents, with the exception of Salt Lake, Utah, and 
Weber county, tended to hWlt on posted aroas \vithin the county. Residents 
of these.cou.~ties, in 1952, utilized posted hunting areas L~ all 
co,mties. 
19. In 1952, hunter density on the posted hunting areas was 30.9 
acres per hunter which represented a 25 percent increase as conpared 
with 1951" Comparative hunter density on lands not included within 
posted 'hunting ar8as was 13.12 acres per hunter in 1952. 
20. The 13 counties of utah in which posted areas are located 
contain ff) percent of the irrigated lands of the state. Posted hunting 
areas presently encompass more than 415,000 acres of land declared 
suitable pheasant habitat. 
21. Hunters, in 1952, tended to utilize all posted hunting areas to 
the maximum the first 2 ~s of the season. The minimum utilization 
occurred on the third day of "the hunt. On the fourth ~, a slight rise 
in the utilization curve occurred. The same trend 1mS observed for 
hunter success. Approximate~ 75 percent of the season total of 
pheasants was taken on the first and· second day of the harvest. 
22. In 1952, hunter success in birds bagged per season declined an 
posted hunting areas as compared with 1951. The average season, total 
. on posted areas was 3.08 birds per hunter and 3.14 birds per hunter on 
non-posted lands. 
23. Htmters who used dogs were 25 percent more sucoessful on posted 
areas than those who did not use dogs. 
24. On posted hunting areas of Utah, 1 of 4 hunters, in 1952 J 
utilized the same area as in 1951. In addition, these hunters travelled 
an average distance of 104 miles to reach the area de~ired. 
25. Within the past 5 years, the number and total acreage encompassed 
by posted huntinG areas has substantial~ increased. An estimated 
38 posted huntinG areas were established since 1941 thus raising the 
total to 53 areas located in 13 counties of Utah. 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
( 6) 
(8) 
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APPEUDIX 
Exhibit 1. Questionnaire subnitted to pheasant posted ·hunting area 
officials, 1952 
Date 
58 
-------
1. Unit Location 
----------------------- ----------------------------
2. Date established Reason ior establishment 
----------- ------------
Organization 
1. Nu.rr..ber of farr.ler-nenbers in posted hunting unit 2. U'I.l.r.lber 
-----
of-acres in posted hW1ting unit 
-----
J. Officers of the posted h~~tinc unit (1952): 
President 
----------------------------
Vice president 
Secretary 
---------------------------
4. ~~le etion of of ficers : 
~.:ethod 
Sligibili ty 
--------------------------------------------
Term of office 
5. ~men.are organization meetings held? 
Pernits 
1. Sligibility of permittee 
Are permits reserved for farmer-members of the posted hunti.Ylg 
unit? If so, how rn.a.ny are distributed to each? 
2. Are hunters living in the vicinity of the posted area given preference 
in the purchase of permits? . If so J how? 
3. Is the date of sale of permits announced? 7.~ethod 
------ ---------
59 
4. !Jethod of determining the number of permits to be sold 
------
5. Number of permits sold to hunters (including those issued to land-
mmers): 
19$0 1951 1952 
---------- ---------- ----------
6. Are violators prevented from b~ing permits the follovdng season? 
7. Expenditure of fees re.geived from the sale of pemits 
Hanagement 
1. Number of checking stations • Who mans the checking 
stations? ----- Number of men assigned to 
each checkIng station Are checking stations 
manned during the entire se~'lson? 
2. Hethod of patrolling the area dnrmg the hunting season 
------
Number of men patrolling each day 
------------------------------
3. £stimated dn.rna.ge oaused by hunters since the astablishtlent of the 
posted hunting unit 
--------------------------------------------
Type of damage 
------------------------------------------------4. Has damage decreased since the establishment of the posted hunting 
mit? 
5. Is winter feeding of pheasants carried on by farmer-membcrs of hunting 
unit? Type of feed Ylhut orga..'1-
ization provides funds for the purchaSe of feed? 
6. Success of posted hunting unit 
----------------------------------
7 • Remarks and sugges tiona 
----------------------------------------
Exhibit 2. Questionnaire issued by the utah Cooperative Wildlife 
Research Unit, Logan, Utah, 1952 
PLEASE RETURN THIS CARD TO THE CHECKING 
STATION AT THE EUTI OF ~!E SEASON'S HUNT 
--~-------~~~-~-~~-~---~--~-
Posted Hunting Area Permit no. 
Circlet 
nates hunted 
No. pheasan ta 
bageed 
No. pheasan ts 
crippled 
and lost 
Nov. 8 Nov. 9 
o 1 2 .3 012 3 
012 .3 o 1 2 .3 
Did you use a dog? Yes lIo 
Remarks and Suggestions 
nov. 10 Nov. 11 
012 .3 012 .3 
012 3 o 1 2 .3 
--------------------------
'{[) 
'fable 10. Hunter permits issued by the Utah state Fish and Game 
Department compared ,vith those sold by the posted hunting 
areas of Utah, 1952 
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Location of posted areas Permits issued P~rmits sold 
Beaver Co. 
Milford . . . . . . . . . . 
Box ~ljer So. 
Corinna •• • • • • 
Brigham City . • • 
Pe~ • • • • . •••• 
Bothvrol1-'!'hntcher & Peru'ose 
Howell • • . • • • • • 
li'iel1ine • • • • • • • 
Willard • • • • • • • • • • 
!rarper • • • • • • 
Tremonton • • • • 
Cache Co. 
Young Ward ••••• 
Smi thf ie1.1 • . • • . 
• • 
· . . . 
.. . . . . . 
· . 
. . . 
· . · . . . . . 
· . . . . . 
. . . . 
Hendon • 
Lewiston •• 
Newton ••• 
Benson •• 
Wellsville 
pyde Park 
North LoZa...'1 
Richmond. 
· . . . . . . . . 
· . . . . . 
· . . . . . . . . 
Cove •• . . · . . . . . • • 
Carbon Co. 
Wellington · . . . . . . . . 
Davis Co. 
W'oodscross · . . . . . . . . 
Emery Co. 
Greanrivcr-Elf,in • • • • • • 
Ferron • • • • • • • • • • • 
Euntington • • • • • • • • • 
Salt Lake Co. 
Rivorton • • • • • 
Draper • • • • . • • . • • • 
500 498 
800 800 
200 199 
400 373 
800 800 
285 269 
250 231 
1,000 867 
200 200 
600 641 
300 176 
225 188 
350 187 
250 150 
300 175 
350 3h9 
300 300 
250 121 
200 127 
500 335 
250 126 
3,000 1,,265 
750 500 
400 213 
500 246 
1,000 288 
2,500 1,830 
500 36h 
Table 10. (cone.) Jfunter permits issued by the Utah State Fish and 
Game Department compared with those sold b:r the posted 
hunting areas of utah.. 1952 
Location of posted areas Permits issued Permits sold. 
Sanpete Co. 
Centerfield • • 
· · 
• • 500 500 
Fayette • • • 
· · · 
• 
· 
500 179 
Ephraim • 
· 
• 
· 
• • • • 150 118 
J ..~t. Pleasant • 
· · 
• • 400 171 
Sevier Co. 
Venice • 
· · · 
• • • 
· · 
• 250 172 
Redmond • • • 
· 
• • 
· 
• • • 500 135 Salina 
· · 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• • 600 331 
Aurora 
· · · 
• 
· 
• • • 300 300 
Glenwood • • • • • 
· 
• • • 500 153 
Tooelo Co. 
Grantsville 
• • 
· 
• • 
· 
• • 1 .. 000 916 Clover • • • • • 
· · · · 
• 200 160 
r~rda • 
· 
• • • • • 
· 
• • • 700 700 
Lake Point • 
· · · · 
• 
· 
• 400 hoo 
Uintah Co. 
Randlett • • 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· · 
• 300 276 
Utah Co. 
Spanish Fork, Benjamin, 
Leland, Lake Shore • • 5,000 3,492 
Genola • 
· 
• • 
· · · 
• • • too 496 
G cshen-Elberta 
· 
• • • • • 1,000 507 
S"JIlSet 
· · · · · 
• 
· 
• • • 500 500 
Salem • 
· · · · 
• • • • • 1,200 1,200 
i\~ber Co. 
Hooper • • • • • • 
· 
• 
· 
• 600 COO 
Slaterville • 
· 
• • • • • • 500 350 
1.'fest Warren • 
• 
· · · · 
• • 500 421 
Total 23,951 
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Table 11. Hunter-cieputy ratio on pheasant posted hunting areas of utah, 
1952 . 
Location no. of No. of Ave. hunter-
deputies hunters deputy ratio 
Beaver Co. 
1. Milford 47 498 10.6 
Box Elder Co. 
1. Corinne 1 800 
2. Brigham G i ty 8 199 
3. Howell 6 269 48.1 
4. Fielding 25 231 
5. Willard 9 867 
Cacho Co. 
1. Young Ward 15 176 
2. Smithfield 6 188 
3. Mendon 1 187 
4. Lewiston 15 150 13., 
5. Wellsville 12 300 
6. JWde Park 22 121 
7. North Logan 9 127 
8. Richmond 31 335 
Carbon Co. 
1. Vle11 ington 4 1,265 '316.2 
Davis Co. 
1. Woods cross 16 500 .31.2 
Emery Co. 
1. Greenri ver-Elgin 19 213 12.5 
2. Huntington 21 288 
Salt Lake Co. 
1. Riverton 1 1,830 1,8)0.0 
Sanpete Co. 
1. Centerfield 24 20.8 
Sevier Co. 
·1. Venice 8 172 21.7 
2. Glenwood 7 1.53 
Table 11. (cone.) Hunter-deputy ratio on pheasant posted hunting areas 
of Utah" 1952 
Location 
Tooole Co. 
1. Clover 
2. Erda 
3. Lake Point 
Utah Co. 
1. Spanish Fork" 
Denjamin, Leland, 
Lake Shore 
"Vleber Co. 
1. Hooper 
2. Slaterville 
3. Ylest ~~'iarren 
Total 
Average 
No. of 
deputies 
9 
4 
5 
ni 
v.L 
10 
28 
21 
417 
No. of 
hunters 
160 
700 
400 
3,492 
too 
"1.-'0 4~1 
15,483 
Ave. hunter-
deputy ratio 
10.0 
43.1 
21.1 
32.4 
Table 12. Residence of hlli!ters utilizing pheasant posted ha~ting areas in Beaver County, utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by Beaver Co1i"1ty residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of Beaver Co. Location of posted h~~tinc areas 
posted hunting areas utili:3ed b:r ?eaver Co. residents 
COlL."lty 1951 1952 1951 1952 
Uumber of Percent number of Percent Hu."!1ber of Percent :;u:1her of Percent 
hu.l1ters hu.."lters hu...'1ters hunters 
Beaver 
· · 
284 79.32 413 32. {fJ 284 99.30' 1~3 97.40 
=:cx ::'lu~. 1 0.35 
Javis 
· · · · 
3 0.84 8 1.60 
Iron • 
· · 
19 S.31 l~ 3. 00 
Juab 
· · 
1 0.28 1- 0.20 
":illard 1 0.28 1 0.20 
Piute 1 0.23 2 o.La 
Salt Lake 
· · 
26 7.25 39 7.80 
Sanpete 1 0.28 1 O.3J 
Sevier 
· · 
10 2.36 
Sum.'1li t 
· · · · 
3 0.84 
Tooele 
· · · · 
1 0.'28 2 0.40 1 o.2h 
Utah 1 1.12 4 0.30 
· 
4 
~.'(e'Jer 6 l.(~ 6 1.20 
Cali:-o~i.a 7 1.96 7 1.ho 
i~eva:b, 
· · 
1 0.28 2 0.40 
c-. 
\..r1. 
• 
Table 13. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Box Zlder County, Utah, 
and location of post~d hunting areas utilized by Box Elder County residents, 1951-1952 
Utilization of Box Elder Location of posted hl.U1ting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Box Elder County residents 
County 
19.51 1952 1951 1952 
.' 
Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver • 
· 
.. 
· 
1 0.04 
Box Elder 995 he.IO 1,460 42.28 995 99.30 l,h&> 98.58 
Cache • 
· · 
• 28 1.30 61 -. 1.77 4 0.40 18 1.22 
Davis • 
· · 
• 62 2.37 74 2.14 
1.!illari 
· · · 
1 0.0L. 
-
l!orr,an • 
· · 
• 12 0.56 24 0.70 
Piute 1 0.83 
Rich • 
· · · · 
11 0.32 
·Salt Lake c·251 11.62 h17 12.03 
Sanpete 
-
.1 0.07 
Summit. 1 0.32 13 0.38 
Tooele • 
· 
4 0.18 1 0.03 
Uintah • 
· 
1 0.07 
Utah • .. .. 
· · 
5 0.23 8 O.~3 
Wasatch 1 0.04 
:Veber 781 36.19 1,376 39.86 ,., 0.50 1 0.06 
· 
.. 
· · 
.? 
Alaska. 1 0.03 
California 9 0.42 3 O.O? 
Idaho 
· · · 
• 2 0.06 
Wyoming 2 0.09 
IIII! 
';111 
i,ll: 
Table 14. 
County 
1"'"\~ ... _ ::-, ..l ............ 
~'..J4\o, ...-t __ __ ... 11= 
Cache 
:Javis • 
· Garfield 
· J~illard • 
Horgan • • 
Rich • • 
· Salt Lake 
Sevier • 
· Stunmit 
· · Tooele 
Utah • 
Weber • 
· 
California 
Residence of hunters ut,ilizinb ·pheasa.."1t posted ~'1ting areas L"1. Cache County, utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by Cache County residents, 1951:"'1952 
utilization of Cache Co. 
posted hunting areas 
1951 1952 
1!tllJber of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters 
L O.L7 18 0.85 
724 85.41 l,7h6 82.(3 
· · 
12 1.42 27 1.28 
· 
• 1 0.05 
• • 
1 O.O~ 
· · 
1 0.12 
• • 14 0.66 
· 
• 37 Li.31 137 G.lS 
· · 
1 0.12 h 0.19 
1 0.12 1 0.05 
3 0.1L. 
61 7.91 158 7.48 
· 
• 3 0.14 
Location of posted huntinG areas 
utilized by Cache Co. residents 
19;;1 
::Tunber of Percent 
hunters 
28 3.12 
724 9{.15 
1 0.13 
1952 
Humber of 
hlL'lters 
61 
1,146 
Percent 
4 0.22 
~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~. _. 
I 
Table 15. :lesidence of hunters utiliz:i.nb pheasant posted tl1.l.'rltine areas in Davis County" Utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas ~tilized by Javis County residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of Davis Co. Location of posted hunting areas 
posted hunting areas utilized by Davis Co. residents 
Cou..""1ty 
1951 1952 1951 1952 
Number of Percent 1,!umber of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver • 
· · 
• 
3 1.67 8 2.00 
'!""> --r -;-, .::.., ..... 
· 
• 
62 34.43 14 18.)5 
I ,J".,)u ........... ..- -4.-'- ....... 
Cache 
· 
• 
12 6.67 27 6.77 
Davis • 
· 
183 66.54 5 2.78 183 45.87 
Emery • 
· · 
• 
3 -0.75 
Rich • 3 1.09 
Salt Lake 
· 
• 
81 29.46 4 1.00 
Sanpete 
· · 
• 
12 6.67 II 2.76 
Sevier • 
· 
1 0.36 L. 2.22 6 1.50 
Tooele 
· 
• 
17 4.26 
Uintah • 
· · 
• 
5 2.78 3 0.75 
utah • 
· · · · 
5 1.82 5 2.78 2 0.50 
Weber • 
· · 
• 
2 0.73 72 40.00 61 15.29 
Table 16. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Emery County, Utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by EI!lery County residents, 1951-1952 
County 
Carbon •• 
Davis 
Emery 
Garfield • 
Salt Lake 
· . 
· . 
· . 
San Juan 
Summit. 
Utah •• 
Wasatch 
Weber • 
· . . 
· . . 
· . . 
utilization of Emery Co. 
posted hunting areas 
1951 1952 
number of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters 
269 
3 
262 
1 
65 
6 
21 
20 
2 
6 
41.07 
0.46 
40.00 
0.15 
9.92 
0.92 
3.21 
3.05 
0.30 
0.92 
Location of posted hunting areas 
utilized by Eroer,y Co. residents 
1951 1952 
Number of Percent Uu.."!lber of Percent 
hunters hunters 
262 100.00 
Table 17. 
COU!lty 
Beaver • .. 
I\o:v :]~ ic~. 
Cache .. .. 
!)avis 
Enery .. .. 
Horgan • .. 
Piute .. . 
Salt Lake 
Sanpete 
Sevier .. .. 
Tooele . .. 
Uintah .. 
utah. 
~1eber 
Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted lnmtine areas in Salt Lake County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Salt Lake County residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of Salt Lake Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Salt Lake Co. residents 
1951 19.52 1951 1952 
Number of Percent ~,~ umber of Percent Humber of Percent l!umber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
.. 
· 
26 2.h2 39 1.80 
· 
.. 251 23.42 411 19.25 
.. .. 37 3.45 137 C.32 
5 1.92 4 1.34 81 3.74 
.. .. 6S 3.00 
1 0.38 1 0.34 
· · 
1 0.34 
252 96.55 289 96.97 252 23.>1 289 13.34 
278 25.93 232 10.72 
.. .. 44 4.10 138 6.37 
· · 
2 0.71 1 0.34 489 22.58 
90 C,.ho 97 4.48 
· 
• 1 0.38 2 0.67 40 3.73 ll5 5.31 
· 
• 5h 5.04 67 3.')9 
-J 
o 
Table 18. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Sanpete County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Sanpete County residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of S~,pcta Location of posted h~~ting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized ~J Sru1pete Co. residents 
C~nmty 
1951 1952 1951 1952 
~!tmlber of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent number of Percent 
lumters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver • 
· 
1 0.15 1 0.h2 
Box ~lder. • • 1 0.16 
Carbon • 
· · 
• 12 1.85 2 0.33 
Davis 
· . 
12 1.85 II 1.80 
Juab ••• • • 15 2.31 12 1.96 
Uillard 
· 
• • 2 0.31 2 0.33 
Pi ute 
· . 
1 0.15 
Salt Lake 
· . 
278 42.83 232 37.91 
Sanpete • • • 235 36.21 276 45.10 235 97.91 276 96.16 
-Sevier. • • • 13 2.00 6 0.98 3 1.25 10 3.48 
Summit 
· . • • 
2 0.31 
Tooele • • • • Q 1.39 2 0.33 ,-
utah. 
· 
51 1.86 55 8.98 1 0.42 1 0.35 
~reber • 
· 
• • 11 1.69 9 1.47 
California 
· 
• 
6 0.92 4 0.65 
Nevada • 
· 
• • 
1 0.15 
Table 19. Residence of lnmters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Sevier County. Utah" 
and location of posted ~~ting areas utilized by Sevier County residents" 1951-1952 
utilization of Sevier Location of posted huntL~ areas 
·Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Sevier Co. residents 
• County 1951 1952 1951 1952 
Number of Percent Uumber of Percent Nucber of Percent Humber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver •• 10 0.94 -. 
Cache • 
· 
• • 4 0.37 
Davis • 
· 
· . 
4 2.55 6 0.56 1 0.12 
Garfield. • • • 2 0.19 
Iran •• • 
· 
• 1 0.64 2 0.19 
Juab. 
· · · 
• 2 0.19 
!,~lard 
· · · 
1 0.64 14 1.31 
Piute • • • • 7 0.65 
Salt Lake 
· . 
h4 28.02 138 12.91 
Sanpete 
· · 
• 3 1.91 10 0.94 13 11.93 6 0.74 
Sevier • 
· 
• 
· 
96 61.14 804 75.21 96 83.01 804 99.14 
Summit • 
· 
• • 3 0.28 
Tooele • • · . 1 0.09 
utah. • 
· 
· . 
8 5.10 40 3.74 
W~e 
· 
• · . 14 1.31 Weber • 
· 
• • 6 0.56 
California • • 5 0.47 
Nevada • 
· 
1 0.09 
Table 20. Residence of htmters utilizing pheasant posted hu.'1ti.'1g areas-in Tooele C01mty, utah,· 
and location of posted huntinG areas utilized by Tooele County residents, 1951-1952 
County 
Beaver •• 
Box Zl:::er. 
Cache •••• 
1l9.vis • • • • 
Iron • 
ri1lard ••• 
Rich • • • • • 
Salt Lake •• 
Sanpete 
Sevier . . 
Summit • • • • 
Tooele • • • • 
utah ••••• 
",'leber 
Utilization of Tooele 
Co. posted hlli~ting areas 
1951 
HUl'!lber of 
hunters 
1952 
Percent number of 
hmlters 
1 
17 
1 
1 
1 
489 
3 
967 
17 
2 
Percent 
0.07 
1.13 
0.07 
0.07 
0.07 
32.62 
0.20 
64.51 
1.13 
0.13 
Location of posted hunting areas 
utilized by Tooele Co. residents 
19:;1 
!hunbcr of 
hunters 
Percent 
1952 
:~unbcr of 
hunters 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
967 
5 
5 
Percent 
0.20 
:J.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.20 
0.10 
93.18 
0.51 
0.51 
Table 21. Residence of hunters utilizL'"lg pheasant posted hu..'"'ltL1g areas in Uintah County, Utah, 
~'"ld location of posted hunting areas utilized ~J Uintah County residents, 1951-1952 
County 
;:-,0:: 21 jar· 
· 
• 
Carbon • 
· · 
• 
Davis • 
· Duchesne • 
Juab. 
· Piute • 
· Salt Lake 
Summit 
Uintah • 
· · 
• 
utah. 
· · · · trasatch • • • 
Weber • 
· 
Colorado • 
· · 
utilization of ~Jintah 
Co. posted hunting areas 
1951 1952 
Number of Percent Nnmber of 
hunters hunters 
1 
-
4 ;; 2.34 3 
8 4.54 10 
1 0.57 1 
1 
90 51.14 97 
h 2.27 1 
43 24.43 31 
13 7.39 19 
1 0.57 1 
6 3.41 7 
5 2.84 2 
Percent 
0.56 
2.25 
1.68 
).62 
0.56 
0.56 
54.49 
0.56 
17.43 
10.68 
0.56 
3.93 
1.12 
Location of posted hunting areas 
utilizej b/" Uintah Co. residents 
1951 1952 
Number of Percent l1~ber of Percent 
hunters hunters 
LJ loo.ao 31 100.00 
Table 23. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Vleber County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utUized by Weber County residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of YJeber Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by TIeber Co. residents 
COWlty 1951 1952 -1951 1952 
Nwnber of Percent !·Yumber of Percent }!umber of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver •• 6 0.30 6 0.22 
Box ~1ier. 
· . 
5 0.40 1 0.08 781 39.65 1,316 50.29 
Cache • • • • 67 3.40 158 5.77 
Davis • • · . 12 5.10 61 4.59 2 0.01 
Emery 
· . 
· 
• 
6 0.22 
Morgan • · . . 14 1.11 2 0.15 
Rich • 2 0.16 3 0.23 
Salt Lake 
· . 
5h 4.28 67 5.05 
Sanpete · . . "- --:. 11 0.56 9 0.33 
Sevier • • 6 0.22 
Sunnnit • 
· . 
. 12 0.95 22 1.66 
Tooele • · .. 3 0.24 ;; 0.38 2 0.07 
Uintah • · . . 6 0.30 7 0.26 
utah ••• 
· . 
1 0.08 3 0.23 1 0.05 2 0.07 
Wasatch · . . 1 0.08 1 0.08 
;~-teber 
· . 
1,098 87.00 1,162 87.55 1,098 55.74 1,162 42.h8 
Table 22. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted huntL'"lg areas in utah County, Utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Utah County residents, 1951-1952 
utilization of ut~~ Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted bunting areas utilized by Utah Co. residents 
County 
1951 1952 1951 1952 
!lumber of Percent Uumber of Pp..rcent !Jumber of Percent NUl!lber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 
Beaver • 4 1.30 , 0.87 • 
· 
• 4 
Box ~lder. • 
· 
5 1.62 8 1.74 
Cache • 
· · · 
1 0.36 3 0.65 
Davis 
· · · · 
5 1.18 2 0.h7 ;; 1.08 
Emery • 
· 
20 4.34 
Jua.b • 
· 
1 0.36 
Eillard 2 0.41 
'Morga..~ • 
· 
2 0.71 
Salt Lake 40 14.28 liS 27.11 2 0.0 
Sanpete • • • 1 0.)6 1 0.24 51 16.56 55 11.93 
Sevier • • 8 2.60 40 8.68 
Summit • 
· 
6 1.42 
Tooele • • 
· 
• 1 0.)6 5 1.18 17 3.69 
Uintah • 
· · 
• 13 h.22 19 4.12 
utah • 
· · · 
• 
226 80.72 285 67.22 226 73.)8 285 61.82 
Wasatch 
· · 
• 2 0.71 S 1.18 
Weber 
· · · 
• 1 0.36 2 O.h7 1 0.32 3 0.65 
~omine 
· 
• 
· 
1 0.24 
